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ABSTRACT 

This report examines the status of coordination at 
State and local levels between the activities funded by the Service 
Delivery Areas and other employment and training programs on the one 
hand, and between these programs and private sector employers on the 
other. The status of coordination in Fiscal 1983, the last year of 
the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA), is analyzed in 
order to lay the groundwork for future assessments of the 
effectiveness of the new Federal Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) 
in improving coordination. Specific mechanisi^s to promote 
coordination as well as factors hampering it are reviewed. The 
highest levels of coordination are found to have been with public 
education agencies and public employment. The most striking finding 
for future employment and training systems is said to be the low 
level of coordination encountered with the Work Incentive (WIN) 
program, which was also the program with the fewest coordination 
mechanisms. It is determined that coordination between CETA Prime 
Sponsors and other agencies was generally good, although the presence 
of coordinating structures was not always accompanied by mechanisms 
to promote the results of coordination. The report concludes by 
recommending that further attention be paid to factors that have 
promoted and impeded coordination between Prime Sponsors and the 
public Employment Service. (RDN) 
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STUDY OF THE STATUS OF FY 83 CETA COORDINATION 



Excreutivft Sumnary 



The Jcb Tr«ixilag P«rtn«rthip Act (JTPA) eonttins aumerous 
provisions d«siga«d to proaott iaproved coordination at State and 
local levels between the activities funded by Service Delivery 
Areas (SDAs) and other employvent and training prograns on the 
one hand, and between these programs and private sector employers 
on the other* 

This study lays the groundwork for future* efforts to 
estimate the impact of JT?A upon coordination by developing 
''baseline** data about the nature and extent of coordination in 
Fiscal 1983, the last year of the Comprehensive Employment and 
Training Act (CETA). It specifically addresses coordination 
between CETA Prime Sponsors and programs or entities that were 
xtensively addressed in the JT?A legislation, including: 

• The Work Incentive (VXM) program, 

• Other activities of welfare offices, 

• The labor exchange activities of the public Employment 
Service (ES or Job Service), 

• Vocational education, 

• Other programs operated by public education agencies, 

• Propriettry schools, 

• Economic development agencies, 

• Vocational rehabilitation agencies, and 

• Private employers.* 



2.0 Summary fiX M<l^)^g49l9gT 



The study methodology included development of generic 
measures of coordination that would be applicable to any 
employment and training program, and efforts to obtain 
information concerning the status of coordination in a stratified 
random sample of fifty CETA Prime Sponsors in Fiscal 1983. 

* Coordination with community based organizations (CBOs) was 
not a major focus of JTPA , and is therefore n#t addressed in this 
rep 4:t. The involvement of CBOs in the FY 1983 CETA system is, 
however, addressed in detail in a companion final report for this 
study . 
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The measures that vere utillted included overall assessments 
of Che level of coordination, presence or absence of structures 
end planning procedures designed to promote overall coordination* 
and presence or absence of specific mechanisms to promote 
coordination. 

A stratified random sample of fifty Prime Sponsors was 
selected so that an appropriate balance of types of Prime Sponsor 
and regions of the country vould be insured* Usable information 
vas provided by 45 of SO Prime Sponsors in the sample, yielding a 
90Z response rate. A supplementary sample consisting of the five 
Prime Sponsors with the largest allocations of funding was also 
drawn, and usable information vas obtained from three of them, 
f ive . 

3.0 HifthUght^s 21 Fi,pdifig8 



Prime Sponsors generally report that the levels of 
coordination between their agency and others are '^good", and that 
they have implemented planning procedures that are designed to 
promote broad-based coordination with other agencies. However, 
the perceptions of effective coordination and presence of these 
structures and procedures were not always accompanied by the 
presence of specific mechanisms to promote the desired results of 
coordinat ion • 



3 . 1 Perceptions sJL Current Leve ly of Coord inat ion 



• Current levels of overall coordination are generally 
described as "good" by the typical Prime Sponsor. The 
mean score for all Prime Sponsors and all agencies was 
2.91 on a scale in which scores of 1, 2, 3, and 4 were 
given for non'-ezistent coordination, minimal coordina-* 
tion, good coordination, and excellent coordination 
respec t ive ly • 

0 Prime Sponsors report having the highest levels of 

coordination with public education agencies (with a mean 
score of 3.14) and the public Employment Service (with « 
mean score of 3.11). 

• The next highest levels are with agencies respontible for 
vocational education and with private employers (both 
with mean scores of 3.0). 

• Prime Sponsors report substantially lower levels of 
coordination with the Work Incentive or WIN program (with 
a mean score of 2.25) than with other agencies and 
programs (with the next lowest score being 2,78), 
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• Becveen a third and a half of Prime Sponsors providing 
inforaacion feel that there is ft need to improve 
coordination with WIN, ES, velfftre, vocational 
education, and public education programs. 



3 . 2 Structures and Gener a 1 Planning Procedures 



• the overvhelming majority of Prime Sponsors have 
implemented procedures whose broad objectives involve 
promotion of coordination with related programs. 

-—More than four-rfifths of the Prime Sponsors providing 
information have input from vocational education 
(86Z}, private employers (81Z), and the ES (81Z) in 
their planning processes. 

■*-More than thr ee'-quirters of the Prime Sponsors 
providing information meet at least quarterly with 
ES (86Z) and vocational education agencies (76Z) for 
purposes of promoting coordination. 

• All coordination mechanisms studied were found least 
frequently with the WIN program; such measures vere often 
present less than. half as often for WIN as for other 
programs. For example) only 26Z of the Prime Sponsors 
reported input from WIN into their planning processes and 
only 29Z reported meeting vith WIN on at least a 
quarterly basis. 



3 . 3 Spec if ic Mechanisms ij.g Promote Coord inat ion 



• Formal client referral agreements were present twice as 
frequently with ES offices than with any other type of 
agency, occurring in about 45Z of the Prime Sponsors 
providing information on this topic. However, this 
finding means that such agreements are not present in 
five of every nine instances, and thus confirms the 
general impression that there is considerable room for 
increasing coordination with the local Job Service and 
its programs in most places. 

# Client referral agreements were present with welfare 
agencies and vocational rehabilitation agencies the next 

most, frequently, 2IZ of the time. 

* Prime Sponsors were more likely to share common service 
boundaries with ES , welfare, and vocational education 
(24X of the time) than with other programs or agencies. 



ERIC 



8 



• Co>Xoc«Cioa of CETA offices vith those of other Agencies 
was present twice «s frequently vith the ES (36Z of the 
tine) than vith any other type of agency* Public educa- 
tion agencies were the second aost likely to be cc- 
located with Prioe Sponsors (17Z), and welfare and voca- 
tional education prograaa were tied for third Cl2Z). 

• Joint funding agreements in which the Priae Sponsor and 
.another agency both provide financial support for a 
program were relatively rare* They were encountered most 
frequently with vocational education (19Z of the time) 
and economic development agencies (171). 

• Coordination is presumably furthered when Prime Sponsors 
subcontract with other agencies that have the capability 
to deliver services. The types of agencies or programs 
that we?e utilized the most frequently for each type of 
service are: 



—Recruitment ES (48Z) 

—Intake ES (36Z) 

— Supportive services ES (17Z) 

"*-Clasaroom skills Voc . Ed. (62Z) 
train ing 

— Other classroom Public Ed. (45Z) 
training 

— OJT Private employers (57Z) 

—Work experience Public Ed. (i2Z) 

--Job search assistance ES (26Z) 

--Job development ES (31Z) 



3 • ^ The Pypamic s ajp C^^rd j.aat ion 



• Prime Sponsors report that the most frequently 

encountered barriers to improved coordination with other 
agencies are ""turf problems'* and conflicting lavs, goals, 
and priorities among different agencies. 



Imp 1 ic at ions fox Policy-Mak^r? and Future Researchers 



Several study findings have clear implications for those 
vho administer and those who study employment and training 
systems. Perhaps the most striking of these is the low levels 
of coordination encountered with the WIN program. The strong JTPA 
emphasis on reducing welfare dependency makes it imperative that 
close ties be developed and maintained between the administrative 
entities responsible for Service Delivery Areas and programs 
designed to help welfare recipients to get jobs, 

9 
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Despite considerable ferment in the WIN system, the WIN 
program (and the related **WIN demonstration" programs that have 
replaced WIN in about half of the states) remains the focus of 
efforts to help welfare recipients obtain employment. Therefore 
it seems clear that efforts to promote coordination with WIN 
should be p. high priority for SDAs . 

Secondly, coordination with the public Employment Service 
is relativelrY high--*often the highest among the nine public and 
private agencies covere^* in this study— but it still far from 
universally realised* For example, despite the fact that 
client referral agreements were more frequently encountered with 
ES than with any other program or agency, such agreements were 
still present in fewer than half of the Prime Sponsors providing 
inf orma t ion « 



Given the heavy emphasis on improving ties between Prime 
Sponsors and the Employment Service in the past, the levels of 
coordination discussed in this report suggest that further 
attention should be paid to this issue, and in particular, to 
the factors that have promoted and impeded such coordination in 
the past-^and are likely to continue to do so in the future* 

Third, it is noteworthy that the fact that coordinated 
planning is frequently encountered does not automatically 
translate into the frequent presence of the specific mechan isms 
to promote coordination* Both program administrators ana opera- 
tors would therefore do well to distinguish among means such as 
coordinated planning, intermediate mechanisms to promote coordl*^ 
nation such as wirtten referral agreements, and ends such as 
improved service and/or reduced costs, and to focus their effort 
on achieving the latter two* 

Finally, the study findings point up that competition among 
agencies and/or differences in priorities between employirent and 
training agencies and others are considered important barriers t 
improved coordination* These areas hav^ been partially addresse 
in the JTPA legislation, and there is therefore some reason to 
expect that improvements in coordination will cake place during 
the early years of implementation of the Act* 

The best way to obtain reasonably accurate estimates of 
the degree to which these desired changes are taking place would 
be to replicate this study, obtaining information on the precise 
measures utilized in this study from the SDAs responsible for th 
same areas of the study Prime Sponsorships at some time in the 
n ex t few years. 
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Chapter One 
INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW 



1 . 1 Int roduce ion 

The U.S. Departaent of Labor and state and local prograsa 
operators have been attempting to promote greater coordination 
among employment and training programs for decades. The 
implementation of the Job Training Partnership Act (JT?A) 
represents the latest in a long series of federally-initiated 
efforts to accomplish this objective* including the Concentrated 
Employment Program (CEP) , the Cooperative Area Manpower Planning 
System (CAMPS), and the Comprehensive Employment and Training 
Act of 1973 (CBTA) . 

The social science research literature is rich in studies 
that address the degree to which these previous efforts have been 
successful and analyxe the fa-.tors that appear to promote and 
retard coordination. At the risk of oversimplification, it seems 
fair to say that the literature reveals that there is still 
considerable room for improvement in coordination of employment 
and training programs.* 

The National Commission for Employment Policy (NCEP) has 
been deeply involved in planning for JTPA and in monitoring the 
transition from CETA to JTPA. Assessing the success of JTPA 
in promoting improved coordination has long been a major concern 
of the commission and has led directly to the funding of this 
study . 



* A detailed summary of the findings from the research 

literature vas included in a previous study deliverable, "Review 

Efssy: Project B, Coordination Study", submitted to the Nacional 

Commission for Employment Policy on September 8, 1983* 
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• The NCE? «s»e»stBent is being carried our through « straight- 
forvard four step procedure: 

• Develcpvent of i set of generic aessures of the status of 
coordiottioQ that are applicable to both CETA Frliae 
Sponsors and JT?A Service Delivery Areas (SDAs); 

• Utilization of the aeasures to assess the pre*JT?A 

( *'baaelin«'*) coordination exhibited by « random ssmp1«! 
of Priae Sponsors in Fiscal 19S3; 

• Utilization of the aeasures in a year or two in order to 
assess changes in tho levels of cocrd inat ion ; and 

e Analysis of the changes to deteraine the degree to vhich 
JTPA is achieving its coordination-oriented objective*, 

This report aummarizes the results of the first tvo stepg, 

and explores their iaplications for JTPA prograa adninistrators 

operators, and researchers. It ia planned that the latter tvo 

steps will be undertaken by the Coaaission at soae future date 

1*2 >y.TPA And CQpydjft^tjftp 

Aa Joseph Wholey has so forcefully pointed out in his 
"evaluability asaeaaaent" approach, thoae who vould study social 
prograas ahould apeeify their intended functioning before they 
atteapt to collect and analyze data on actual functioning. 

Those who drafted and enacted JTPA vere clearly intent upon 
improving coordination aaong eaployaent and training programs, 
system, and intended that the nev prograa would h«slp to overcome 
them. The aelection of prograaa to be covered in this study, aad 
the measures of coordination that are included in it have be«n 
derived from our understanding of the intentions of Coagress vich 
respect to coordination, based upon the wording of the Act 

The Genera 1 Mandate to Coordinate 

The JTPA legislation aandates the creation of numeroui^ 
mechanisms designed to insure that activities funded under the 
Act will be coordinated with other reltted programs and »ervic<*s 

First, and perhapa foremoat. State Governors are require! to 
prepare a "Coordination and Special Services Plan'' that will 

Eatabliah criteria for coordinating activities uttder 
this Act with programs and aervices provided by State and 
local education and training agencies (including vocafional 
education agencies, public aasistance agencies, this 
employment aervice, rehabilitation agencies, postt«t-ondary 
institutions, economic development agencies and such oth^v 
agenciea aa the Governor determines to have a direct iat**rest. 
in employment and training and human resource utilization 
in the State. (Section 121 (b) (D) 
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B«70tt4 this, all loeal job training plana for JT?A Serviea 
Daliv. ry Araas (SOAa) ara raquirad to ineluda a daaeription of 
atthov.} that will ba naad to eonply vitb tba Govarnor^a plan 
(Saetion 104 (b)(7)), and Q,ovarttora ara raquirad not to approva 
an 'iJ>A plan anlaaa it eoapliaa with cba eritaria for eoordinatioa 
(Saetion 105 (b)(l)(^)). 

In addition (o tbia, tba lav atataa that fnnda providad 
undar tha Act aball not ba uaad to duplieata faeilitiaa or 
aarvieaaj availabla in tba araa (vitb or vitbout raimburtaaaat 
froa Fadaral* Stata, and local aoureaa), unlaaa it can ba 
daaonttratad that tbaaa altarnativa aarvieaa would ba acre 
affaetiva or aera likaly to aehiava tba aarviea dalivary area/'t 
parforaanea foala* 

Tbia atttdy fooUaaa on coordination batvaan CETA ?riaa 
Sponaora and aix publie aganciaa that ara astanaivaly rafaraacad 
in JTPA. and vbieb abould, tbaraforoi ba tba foeua of SOA afforts 
to iaprova coordination. Tba aix ara: tba public Eaployaant 
Sarvica (E8), public valfara (or public aaaiatanca), Toeational 
adueation, otbar public adueation aganciaa (including eoaauaity 
nollagaa), aconoaic dairalopaant aganciaa, and vocational 
rehabilitation aganciaa. 

All of tbaaa aix ara azplieitly rafarancad in tha abova- 
eitad diaeuaaion of tba Govarnor'a Coordination and Special 
Servieaa Plan (Section 121 (b)(1)), and all aix are aentioaed in 
the diteutaion of the required aeaberahip of the State Job 

Training Coordination Council (SJTCC) (Section 122 (a)(3)). 

five of the aix ageneiea (all but publie aaaiitanee) are 
addreated in the diaeuaaion of aeaberahip of local Private 
Induatry Couneila (PZCa) . (Section 102(b)), and four (all but ES 
and public education ageneiea) are aentioned in the aandate that 
the SJTCC aaaeaa the extent to vbieb eaployaent and training, 
vocational education, rehabilitation aervicet, publie ataiatance 
cccnoaie developaent, and other federal, atate and loeal prograaa 
and aervieea repreaent a conaiatent, integrated, and coordinated 
approach to aeetiag coaaunity needa (Section 122 (b)(7)(A)). 

JTPA devotee additional explieit attention to relationships 
with the Eaployaent Service, with welfare prograaa, and with 
education prograaa. Title ▼ of the Act eontaina nuaeroua 
aaendaentt to the Vagner-Peyaer Act that are designed to 
laprove coordination between ES and SOAs • Particularly 
noteworthy are the joint planning requireaests (Section SOI (d)) 
«t the local (SDA) aa well aa the atate (SJTCC) levels. 
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Strviet to wtlftrt rteipitiitt it highlighted in tht Act 
through ••adttinj-o^wtlftrt dtfitadoaey rtduetion se«tur«t io tht 
JT?A ptrforB«ao« ttaadatit (Soetioa 106 (b)), furthermore, the 
Act ameadt the authoritiai- legie Ut iba for the Work Zaeeative 
(WIN) prograa by requiriag that, vhere appropriate, WIN regit- 
traatt art to be referred for traiaiag aad eaployveat ttrvicet 
uader the Job Traiaiag ?artaerthip Aat aad by aakiag other 
chaaget to briag the WIH plaaaiag tyttea cloter to that enployed 
uader JTPA. Fiaally, tht Act aaadatet that WIH regittraatt 
termed oa aa "equitable batit" (Sectioa 203 (b)(3)). 

For thate reatoat, the ditcuttioa of coordinatioa in thit 
report addrettet tvo dittiact eleaaatt of coordiaatioa with 
welfare programt: geaeral coordinatioa with the public attittauce 
ageacy, aad tpecific coordiaatioa with the WIH prograa. 

Effortt in the Act to promote coordinatioa with education 
prograaa caater on the 8X tet-atide for cooperative agreenentt 
with State (aad where appropriate Local) Iducatioa Agenciet 
(Sectioat 123, aad 202 (b)(1)), «ad the reauireaeat that 
appropriate educatioa ageaeiet ba prowided the opportuaity to 
provide edueatioaal aervieet ualett there are alternatet that are 
deaoaatrated to ba more effeetiva (Sectioa 107(c)). Feeding 
legitlatioa in the vocatioaal education field contaiat ttill 
further effortt to improve coordiaatioa between the employment 
and traiaiag and educatioa tytteat. 

, gggr4iBitiffg XjJLtl lilt 9riyi^tm Sector 

Although JTFA coataiaa aumerout tpecific refereacet to 
improved coordiaatioa with publicly funded programt, the overall 
thrutt of the Act hat beea to promote dote liakt between the 
employment aad traiaiag tyttem and private employert. Thit 
iateatioa it made coacrete by maadatiag the co-equal role of 
the private teetor ia the Private Xnduttry Councilt (FICt) with 
local elected officialt to overtee program plaaaiag and operation 
in local SOAt . The Act requiret that repreteatat ive t of the 
private teetor coattitute a majority of the memberthip of the 
eouacil; that the ohairmaa of the couaeil be chotea from thit 
group (Sectioat 102 (a) aad (b)); aad that the repreteatat ives of 
the private teetor coattitute at leatt a third of the 8JTCC 
(Sectioa 122 (a)(2)). 

Given thit general thrutt ia the JTFA legitlation, thit 
ttudy hat alto therefore foeuted on Frime Spontor effortt to 
coordinate their aetivitiet with private employert. In addition, 
it ezaminet coordination with private for-profit deliverert of 
tervice, i.e. proprietary tchoolt* 



* Coordinatioa with community bated orgtnizt t ion t (CBOt) vat 
not a major focut of JTFA, end it therefore not tddret<^ed ia thit 
report. The involvement of CBOt in the FY 1983 CETA tyttem it, 
however, addrctted ia detail ia a companion final report for thit 
ttudy . 
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1.3 Sumnarv jtl. M^chodologv 

Tbt study stthodology hAt toeoBii>tt«d tvo tltnents: 
devtlopmtnt of optratioaal mtaturtt of eoordinat loo , and 
obtaiaiag iaforsation .fro« Frim* Sponsors about •xisting 
coordination using tbtfo atasuros. 

Tbt tttasurts of coordination taploytd in tb« study vere 
dcvolopcd tbrougb a rtiritw of tba CSTA and prf-CETA rasaarcb 
littrature as wall as stadias of coordination in otbtr buman 
strvica prograaa, aad^ tbrougb eonvtrsat ions vitb anployment and 
training rtstarcbtrs and praetit iontrs f 

In particular, tbrta typat of aaasuras bavt baan utilizad: 

• Assassaants of tbt cur^aiU and pa^^ lavtis of coordina- 
tion aada by CETA Diraetora or tbair designats; 

• Assaasaant of tba astant to vbieb structures ,%od planning 
procaduras to proaota coordination ara in plact, tucb as 

**Iaput froa otbar agancias into tbe CETA planning 
proeass, 

*<-Pariodic aaatiags batvaan tba ?riaa Sp.onsor and otb«r 
agancias, and 

—Institution of suparagancias tbat bava autbority 
ovar botb tba Priaa Sponsors and tba (public) 
aganciaa addraasad in tbia study; and 

• Assassaant of tba axtant to vbicb specific aeebanisas to 
proaota tba desired results of coordination bave been 
iapleaented, sucb as 

—Foraal client referral agreeaents, 

—Co-location of offices, 

— Unifora service boundaries, 

—Joint funding agraeaents in vbich botb CETA and 
anotber agency fund prograas , 

—Joint case teaas, and 

—Agraeaents between Friae Sponsors and others to 
specialise in different (types of) eaployers in 
tbeir eaployer outreacb efforts. 

For the reasons cited above, attention has been devoted to 
obtaining inforaation along these three diaensions in order to 
describe and analyze tbe relationships betveen Prime Sponsors and 
nine agencies and/or prograas: 
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• Tbt Work Xaetativt (WIN) pretYaa, 

• Tht public Saploynaat Strvicc (IS) oth«r than the ES 
coapoaaats raipoasibla fet VZH, 

• Agaacias raspoasibla for public waif art » 

a Agaaciai raspoasiblt for ▼ocatioaal adueatioa, 

• Public adttcatioa agaaeitt othar tbaa those rtspoatible 
for Tocatioaal a^aeatloa, 

a Propriatary tchooli, 

a Ecoaoaic dairalopaaat agtacict, 

a Agaacias raspoasibla for vocatioaal rcUabilitst ioa , snd 
a Privata aaployars. 

A raadoa saapla of fifty Priaa Spoasors was drava ia ordtr 
to davalop tstiaataa of tba laTOls, aacbaaisas, aad rasults of 
coordiaatioa that could ba raaaoaably astrapolatad to tha 

typical Priaa Spoasor** ia tha couatry as a vbolt. Givaa tha 
fiadiags of prtvioua studias that CBTA prograaaiag aad activities 
oftaa vary by typa af Priaa Spoasor, tba saapla vas stratified 
aloag that diaaasioa. Tha aaaple vas also stratified by regioa of 
the couatry ia order to guaraatee broad geographic coverege. 

la order to proaote coaparability with the eaergiag JTPA 
systea, inforaatioa was collected froa portioas of Balaaee of 
State Priae Spoasors that aost closely resaabled future JTPA 
Service Delivery Areas (SOAs) rather tbaa froa the BaUaee of 
State Priae Spoasor as a whole* 

Piaally, siatfe a disproportioaate aaouat of eaployacat sad 
traiaiag aoaies have always beaa speat by the largest graat^es, 
a group coasistiag of tha five Priae Spoasors with the lergtit 
total allocatioas was chosea for suppleaeatary aaalysis. 

Directors of the selected Priae Spoasors (or their 
desigaees) were ccatacted ia August, 1983» ia order to describe 
the study aad to cbtaia aoaaitaaats to provide iaforaatioa. All 
fifty-four of those coatacted expressed a williagaess to dto to, 
aad all were aeat aaterials that described the aeasures af 
coordiaatioa to be eaployed ia the study.* 



♦ The fifty-four coasisted of the fifty raadoaly selected 
Priae Spoasors aad four of the five Priae Spoasors with the 
largest CETA allocatioas (New York City, Chicago, Los Aagelet 
City aad Los Aageles Couaty) . Oae of the five largest Priae 
Sponsors (Detroit) was already iacluded ia the raadoa sanple. 



ERIC 



ERIC 



loforaation eooetraing tht FY 83 ttatus of coordination vat 
obcaiaed from Prist Sponsor officials during th« months of 
Stptettbar, October, Rovtabcr, and Dactabtr of 1983; and January » 
Fftbruary, and March of 1984. Ustful information vas obtained 
from 45 of the SO randomly selected Prime Sponsors and three of 
the five largest ones by the early April deadline for inclusion 
in this report, yielding response rates of 90Z and 60S respectively. 

In all instances but tvo, the non-respondents have not 
declined to provide information; instead they consistently 
reported that they could not provide it in the immediate future 
but hoped to get to it soon. The explanations provided by Che 
non-respondents for inability to meet a previous commitment to 
provide information varied, but often resulted from a failure to 
vin redesignation as an 80A, resulting in lay-offs of all staff 
except a skeleton crev required to do close-outs and audits (an 
event that vas sometimes unanticipated at the time of the August 
agreements to participate in the study). In tvo cases. Prime 
Sponsors mailed information that vas never delivered, did not 
keep xerox copies and were unable to reassemble all of the 
needed information in « timely fashion. Zn one case, a severe 
health problem prevented the Prime Sponsor director from 
providing the information within the study deadlines. 

Both respondents and non-respondents have faced 
unprecedented turmoil during the transition to JTPA, and most have 
experienced substantial cutbacks in staffing. Given this 
situation, the response rates obtained appear to be as high as 
could be expected. 

The subsample of forty-five Prime Sponsors providing 
information for this report appears to be roughly representative 
of the fifty Prime Sponsor random sample and the universe of 
Prime Sponsors as a vhole. However, as is illustrated in 
Exhibit 1-1 on the following page, cities and Prime Sponsors 
from Regions VII and VIII are somewhat underrepresen ted 

The data were coded, entered into an IBM Personal Computer, 
and analysed using MDA; Micro Data ^BilTtCr software by Cambridge 
Information International, Inc. 

♦ A complete list of the respondent and non-respondent Priae 
Sponsors is included as Appendix A to this report. 

The data utilised in this report come exclusively from Prime 
Sponsor respondents. In many cases, these data vary from 
information about these Prime Sponsors that is available from the 
Department of Labor (DOL). For example, data on total alloca- 
tions for 1983 are at variance with DOL data in roughly two- 
thirds of the cases. This fact, along with the decision to 
include just portions of BOS Prime Sronsors rather than the 
entire BOS, make it impossible to assess the representativeness 
of the sample by comparing statistics for the respondent sample 
with those for the universe of Prime Sponsors based on DOL data. 
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Exhibit 1*1 

OVERVIEW Of THE STUOt SAMPLE OF PT 83 PRIME SPOHSORS 



County 
Contort iuik 
B«l«nce of ^t«t« 

City 

TOTAL 



Pnivra« 
# Z 



193 (42) 

148 (32) 

51 (11) 

71 (15) 

465 



# Z 



20 (40) 

16 (32) 

6 (12) 

8 (16) 

50 



# z 



18 (40) 

15 (33) 

6 (13) 

6 (13) 

45 



Korthe««t (1,11,111) 

Southeast (IV. VZ) 

Midvett (V) 

Mountain & Central 
(VII, VIII) 

West (IX, Z) 
TOTAL 



134 (29) 

113 (24) 

106 (23) 

42 ( 9) 

70 (15) 
465 



15 (30) 

11 (22) 

12 (24) 
4 ( 8) 

8 (16) 

50 



13 (29) 

11 (24) 

11 (24) 

3 ( 7) 

7 (17) 

45 
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1.4 Organisation of Tbia Imnort 



Tile renaiadtr of this rtport eo&tittt of « pre««ot«tion of 
th« study fiodisgt eoaetrning tht ttttut of eoordinat ioa «nong 
CETA PriB* spoatort la Fiscal 1983, aloag vith a liaittd aunbar 
of aaaljtet of tbt axttat to vbieb tbt eoordiaatloa varies by 
typts of Prist Spoaaor »l rtgioa of tbt country, «ist of tbt Prist 
Sponsor, or Itagtb of tist tbat tbt Prist Spoasor bas btta in 
optration. Exttnsiirt analysis of tbt data bas not bttn 
atttspttd siact tbt sajor purpost of tbt study is to provide 
bastlint data for future analysts of cbaagt» not to conduct 
dttailed analysts of tbt presence or absence of coordination in 
FY 83. 

Cbapter Tvo contains a sussary of tbe study findings vith 
respect to tbe FT 83 status of coordination for tbe rand^s sanple 
of Prise Sponsors, including discussions of: 

t Assessstnts of tbe overall status of coordination, 

t Presence of structures and planning procedures to promote 
general coordination, and 

t Presence of specific secbanisss to prosote coordination. 

Cbapter Tbree contains a discussion of Prise Sponsor 
perctpt ions about tbe dynasics of coordination during tbe last 
year of CETA. Tbe topics addressed include factors tbat are 
believed to basper effort to coordinate, and factors tbat are 
believed to facilitate coordination. 

Cbapter Four contains a brief sussary of tbe isplications of 
tbe study findings for tbose vbo are adsinis ter ing JTPA programs 
and for tbose who study tbes. As noted above. Appendix A 
contains a listing of Prise Sponsors included in tbis study. 
A brief eosparison of tbe results obtained fros tbe randos 
sasplc vitb tbose in tbe largest Prise Sponsors is contained in 
Appendix B. Finally, Appendix C contains tbe detailed results of 
statistical tests tbat are referenced in tbe body of tbe report. 
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1.5 Highlights of Findinttf 



• Currtttt ltir«ls o£ overall coordination art generally 
described as "good*' by the typical Priae Sponsor. The 
mean score for all ?rime Sponsors and all agencies was 
2.91 on a scale in vhich scores of 1,2,3, and 4 vere 
gi^ren for non-existent coordination, ainimal coordina- 
tion, good coordination, and excellent coordination 
respectively. 

e Current levels of overall coordination are not related 
to type»^ age, or size of Priae Sponsors in a 
statistically significant fashion. 

e Priae Sponsors report having the highest levels of 

coordination vith public education agencies (vith a nean 
acore of 3.14) and the public Saployaent Service (with a 
aean score of 3.11). 

e The next highest levels are with agencies responsible for 
vocational education and private eaployers (both vith 
aean scores of 3.0). 



e Priae Sponsors report substantially lover levels of 

coordination with the VZ9 prograa (vith a aean score of 
2.25) than vith other agencies and prograas (vith the 
nest lowest score being 2.78). 

• Between a third and a half of Priae Sponsor respondents 
(31 to 50Z) feel that there is a need to iaprove 
coordination with WIR, IS, welfare, vocational education, 
and public education agencies. 



Structvygg CffPtr^l Plann^yg Proeg^yyffy 



e The overwhelaing aajority of Priae Sponsors have 



iapleaented procedures whose broad objectives involve 
proaotion of coordination with related prograas. 

—More than four-fifths of the Priae Sponsors providing 
inforaation have input froa vocational education 
(86Z), eaployers (812), «nd ES (812) in their 
planning processes. 
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• All eoor4itt«tiott ««ch«oitat studied vtr« found least 

frcqutttely vitb tht VXR progrtm; such acsturtt verc oftca 
prttcBt only ball «• oftta for VZR at for othtr programs. 

•"•Only 262 of tha Priaa Spouaora raportad input froa 
VIH into tbair plaaniag proetaa. 

•••Only 29Z raportad aaating vith VIM on at laaat a 
quarterly baaia. 

a In BO iaatanet did aora tbaa tvo-fiftba of tba Priaa 
Sponaora raport aontbly aaatinga vitb any aganey to 
proaota coordination. 

a Tbara ara only a bandful of inataneat of auparagane ias 
baving lina autbority o^ar ?riaa Sponaora and tba 
aganeiaa addraaaad in tbia atudy. 

Soacif ie Maehaniaaa ^ Proaota Coordination 



• Foraal eliant rafarral agraaaanta vara praaant twiea aa 
frequently vitb E8 offieea tbaa vitb any otber type of 
agency, occurring in about 45Z of tba Priae Sponaora 
providing inforaation on tbia topic. Bovaver, tbia 
finding aeana tbat aueb agreeaeota are not preaant in 
five of every nine inatancea, and tbua confiraa tba 
general iapreaaien tbat tbere ia eonaidarabla rooa for 
increasing coordination vitb tba local Job Service and 
ita prograaa in aoat placea. 

a Client referral agreeaanta vera praaant vitb valfara 

aganeiaa and vocational rebabilitat ion aganeiaa tba next 
aoat frequently. 21Z of tbe tiae. » 

a Juat under a quarter of tbe Priae Sponaora providing data 
reported unifora aervice boundariea vitb ES» valfara, or 
vocational education (24Z eacb) • tougbly one in five 
raportad unifora boundariea vitb aganciea reaponaibla for 
public education, econoaic davelopaant, and vocational 
rababilitation (21Z) . 

a Juat over a tbird (36Z) of tbe Priae Sponsors providing 
inforaation reported co-location of at laaat sons of 
tbeir offieea vitb tbe public Eaployaant Service. Co- 
location vaa never encountered in aora tl»an one in six 
caaaa vitb otber aganeiaa. 

a Just over tvo in five (45Z) of raaponding Priae Sponsors 
reported baving a foraal client rafarral agraeaent vitb 
E8; tbia vaa rougbly double tbe proportion for the 
agencies ranked aacond and tbird, velfare and vocational 
rababilitation (21Z eacb). 
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• Only thrtt of 42 Prist Sponsors (72) providing infornstion 
rtporttd hsviag taploytr eoatset sgretaents in which job 
dtTslopsrs froa difftrtnt sgtneits spteislistd in 
difftrtfit taploysrs or diffsrtat typss of jobs vith th« 
ss«« taploytr* 

• Only ssvoa of 42 ?ria« Sponsors (172) reported 
elisisstiag « service that they had previously funded end 
subsequeatly referriag elieats who aeeded the service to 
saother ageaey that provides it. 

e loughly oae ia six (172) of PriaeSpoasors reported 
hsvlag a joiat fuadiitg sgreeaeat with voestioasl 
edues^ioa la which both ageaeies eoatributed funds to the 
ssae projects this was the highest proportion of Priae 
Sponsors with which jolat fuadiag sgreeaents that was 
eneouatered la the study* 

e Just over oae la five (212) of the Priae Spoasors 

providing data reported havlag jolat esse tesas for their 
elieats who were also ser'ved by the voestioasl 
rehabllltstloa systea. Joiat case tesas staffed by 
aeabers of both ageaeies were reported by oae of six 
Priae Spoasors descrlbiag service to welfare recipients. 



% nearly half of the respoadiag Priae Spoasors (482) 

reported coatractiag with ES for outreach sad recruit* 
aentt far outstripping the proportioa of Priae Sponsors 
using any other ageacy for this purpose* 

e Just over s third of the respoadiag Priae Sponsors (362) 
reported contracting with BS for intake and eligibility 
deteraination • The next highest proportion was 122 
using public edueatloa ageaeies for this purpose* 

e Roughly three ia five Priae Spoasors (622) reported 

coatractiag with vocatloaal educatioa agencies to deliver 
classrooa skills training; roughly half coatrscted 
with public educatioa ageaeies (482) sad proprietary 
schools (522) for this purpose* 

• Just uader half of the reportiag Priae Spoasors (452) 

used public educatioa agencies for classrooa trsining for 
purposes other thaa coaveyiag vocational skills— e.g. 
prevocst ional prograas; roughly s third reported using 
proprietary schools for this purpose* 

e The aajority of Priae Spoasors (572) reported contrscting 
with private eaployers for oa the job trsiaiog (OJT) . 
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• Tbtrt vat Ttl«tiir«ly littlt eontraetiag rtporttd for vork 
txpcritoct vitb tht «staeitt balng tddretttd la thit 
study* 

• Roughly oat la four Fria« Spoatort (262) rtporttd 
utiliaiag IS for job tttreb tttitttaet. Just uadtr oat ic 
fivt (19Z) rtporttd utiag propritttry teboolt for thit 
purpott* 

t Tbt E$ tad propritttry teboolt vtrt Cbt tgtaeitt most 
tttilistd by ?riat Spoatort la eoatrtett for job 
dtTtlopatat tad/or pltetatat, vltb rtporttd utt beiag 
jutt uadtr • third (312) ia tbt forstr ettt tad 
roughly • qutrttr (242) ia tht Ittttr. 

t Tht IS, wtlf«rt» tad WIH vtrt tbt tgtaeitt sott ueiliztd 
to provide tupportivt ttrvieti* but ia ao iatttact did 
mort tbta oat ia tix Frimt Spoatort rtport tubeoatrae t iag 
vith aay givta typt of tgtaey for thit purpott. 



t Print Spoator offieitlt rtport that tht aott frtqutatly 
taeouattrtd barritrt to iapro'vtd eoordiaatioa vicb other 
agtaeiet are "turf probleat** aad eoaflictiag lavt, goelt, 
aad prioritiet aaoag differeat ageaeiet. 

• Priae Spoatort report that it» pertoaal aad iater-pert oael 
factort tueh at ttaff iaterett aad goodwill art the nost 
frtqutatly taeouattrtd faeilitattr of eoordiaatioa. 
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Chapter 2 



STATUS or COOIDIMATION XM FISCAL 1983 



2.1 Utrg<>tfgtign uai. OYtryitv 



This ■•etion of th« rtfport prtstntt tbt study findings with 
rttpeet to tho jtatus of coordination among tha randoa sanpla of 
CSTA Priaa Sponsors in fiscal 1983, Ineludad ara discussions of 

• ?arcaiTad lavals of coordination, 

• Structurts and planning proeadurcs utilisad to pronoes 
coordination* and 

• Spacific «aehanis«s to proaota tha dasirad rasults of 
coordinat ion • 

Wharavar appropriate, assassvants ara mada with raspact to 
nina diffarant typas of agancias or programs: 

a Tha Work Zncantiva (WIN) program, 

a Tha Employmant Sarvica (ES) othar than components that 
may be administering the WIN program, 

a The agency responsible for public welfare, 

e The agency responsible for vocational education, 

a Other public education agencies, 

e Proprietary schools, 

a Economic development agencies, 

a Vocational rehabilitation agencies, and 

9 Private employers. 

The primary emphasis in this section is in reporting patterns 
which can be compared with the patterns that are emerging under 
the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) . However, in a limited 
number of instances, analyses of the FT 83 CETA patterns have 
been conducted in order to explore the relationship between 
aspects of coordination and such fsctors as: 
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• L«iittb of tiat t Prist Speater h«t btta £a tsittcaee 
(eovpAriat 32 Frlat Spoatort tb«t b«d beta deaignated in 
tbt 1970t vitb 7 otbtrt tb«t btd b«ta dttignaccd in 1980 
or lattr), 

• Typ* of Prist Sponsor, 

• Rtfioa of tbt eouatry ia vbieb tbt Prist Sponsor is 
loetttd, sad 

t Sist of tbt Prist Spoasor (ia ttrss of totsl slloestion 
of funds for FT 1983 sad totsl plsaatd psrt icipsnts) . 



2.2 ?ffrgtiYf4 ItytU a£ C9or4iBitigtt 



Wbta givta tbt ebtaet to dtseribt eoordiastioe vitb other 
sgtneits as aoa«-txisttat » siaissl, good, or txetllsat, tbt 
typiesl CETA Prist Spoasor dirtetor (or bis or htr dtsigntt*) 
ebost tbt ttra "good*** Vsiag a rating seals in vbieb tbtst four 
Itvtls of eoordiaatioa vtrt assigatd seorss of !,< Z, 3, and 4 
rtsptctivtlj, tbt Stan seort for all Prist Sponsors and all 
agencies vas 2.91*** 

As is sbovn in Bxbibit 2«1 on tbt folloviag pagt, the 
bigbtst ptretivtd ItTtls of eoordiaat.ioa vtrt txptritaetd vitb 
public tducatioa agtneita vitb rtspoasibilit its otbtr tban voca- 
tional tdueation and vitb tbt public Isploymtnt Strviet (ES). 
Prist Sponsor dirtetors gsTt eonaidtrably lovtr ratings to coor- 
dination vitb tbt VZ9 progras tban any otbtr agencies and programs. 



* Za order to isprovt tbt rtadability of tbis rtport. the 
phrase "or bis or ber designee*^ vill not bt rtprodueed after this 
point. leaders should recall, bovtvtr, that ia sany cases, 
assessveats vere ssde by others. In sost of tbese latter cases, 
bovever, the assessstnts vara reVieved by tbe CETA directors 
before being finalised. 

Although tbe perceived levels of coordination represent s 
subjective seasure, it is notevorthy thst tbe rstings on this 
seasure are closely relsted to such of tbe objective dsts on 
coordinstion obtsined in tbis study, and tbe relationships are in 
the expected direction, for exssple, the perceived level of 
coordination vith the SS has s strong positive relationship with 
such objective seasures of coordination as referrals of partici- 
pants from ES to CETA (r«.56) and from CETA to ES (r«.4l). 
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Exhibit 2-X 



FE&CZIVED LEVELS OF COORDXMATIOH* 



f |tIME f y i y Co^- 

spoHsoas gggatgyt ??vPtT i.ftrtiwB Ml (jiix 



Coordinatioti 



Pub lie EducA t ion 


3 .14 


3 .22 


3 .20 


3.31 


3 .00 


2.80 


3 .50 


Ageoeict. 


(35)** 


(23) 


(5) 


(13) 


(13) 


(5) 


(4) 


ES 


3.11 


3 .28 


2.67 


3 .00 


3 .14 


3.20 


2.20 




(38) 


(25) 


(6) 


(14) 


(14) 


(5) 


(5) 


Voe. E4« 


3.00 


3.09 


3.17 


3.15 


3 .00 


2.7 5 


2.75 










^ 13) 


( 14) 


(4) 


(4) 


Priv«t« 


3.00 


3.08 


3.17 


3.21 


3.07 


2.60 


2.33 


Employera 


(36) 


(24) 


(6) 


(14) 


(14) 


(5) 


(3) 




2.82 


3 .00 


2.17 


2.69 


2 .86 


2.75 


3 .33 


Sehoo 1 ft 

w M %r * w 


(34) 


(23) 


(6) 


(13) 


(14) 


(4) 


(3) 


Welfare 


2.81 


3.04 


2.17 


3.00 


2.71 


2.60 


2.67 




(36) 


(24) 


(6) 


(14) 


(14) 


(5) 


(3) 


▼oc . Eeh«b. 


2.80 


2.92 


2.50 


3.07 


2.71 


2.75 


2.00 




(35) 


(24) 


(6) 


(14) 


(14) 


(4) 




Econonie 


2.78 


2.71 


3.17 


2.79 


2.71 


2.75 


3 .00 


Oevelopaent 


(36) 


(24) 


(6) 


(14) 


(14) 


(4) 


(4) 


Agenc iet 
















WIN 


2.25 


2.29 


2.00 


2.36 


2.33 


3.50 


i .50 




(38) 


(25) 


(6) 


(14) 


(14) 


(5) 


(5) 


MEAN SCORE 


2.91 


3.01 


2.74 


2.97 


2.85 


2.78 


3 .08 


FOR ALL AGENCIES 


(35) 


(24) 


(5) 


(13) 


(13) 


(4) 


(4) 



* Based on ratings in which 1 « non-ezittent 

2 » ainiaal 

3 • good 

4 * excellent 

** Nuabera in parentheses are the nuaber of observations. 
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Tht rttpootct with rtsptet to WIN strit furtbor attention. 
Four of tt^ 33 Frimt Spontort proiridiag information on this issue 
deteribed eoordinatioa vitb VIM et noa-txittent , end 20 described 
it es aiaiael, yielding e totel of 24 out of 33 (73Z) vbo give e 
rating of less tbea "good." All four esses represeat instenees 
ia which VZ9 prograas were ia effect in the Priae Sponsor's 
jarisdictioa; they do SAt represeat iasttaees ia which 
eoordiaetioa vas iapossible because of the abseaee of a VIM 
prograa. 

Comments of Prime Sponsor officials at these four sites 
include: 

Things are better now, but under CSTA, X was unaware 
that serrices were being provided by the public 

assistance agency ia our area. Z kaew that there wasn't a 
separate VZ9 office in the county.... 

Z think there was a WZN program ia our area, but we 
dida't hawe aay coordiaation with them... 

Ve had no t ;rmal ties with the VZN program. Vc had had 
formal ties with them several years ago, but it just didn't 
work out. 

Zn addition to these four Prime Spoasors, two others 
reported that there were ao VZV programs ia their jurisdiction. 
Zn ose case, it was a rural county that was not covered by VIM; 
che other was a complicated situation in which the WZR program 
was not functioaiag for most of PT 1983 because of a decision to 
phase the program out which was later reversed. 

Exhibit 2*1 also shows that the Prime Sponsors designated in 
the 1970s tend to have higher perceived levels of coordination 
with related agencies than those designated in the 1980s. 
However, analysis of variance tests show that no statistically 
significant differences exist among the mean scores for the two 
groups of Priae Sponsors.* 

The exhibit also shows that there is no clear pattern 
relating types of Prime Sponsor aad perceived levels of coordina- 
tion. CBTA directors from cities tended to have the highest 
levels of perceived coordination while those in the Balance of 
State (BOS) Prime Sponsors tended to have the lowest. But in no 
instance were there more than five respondents in either group, 
suggesting that there is little basis for generalisation of these 
resulct to the 1983 CETA Priae Sponsor systea as a whole. 




* The results of the analysis of vsriance tests that are 
referenced in this chapter are suanarized in Appendix C. 
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Mort gcBirtlly, no ttfttitti^ally •ignifieant diffcrenett v«rc 
^found vhtB tatlytit of ▼aria&et >tttts v«rt eoaduettd to dtcerttin< 
if tbt aeaa eoordiaatiott teprt ytricd vitb type of Pria« Spoator, 
rtgioa of th« eouatry, tizt of th« ?rla« Spoator «lloe«tloa la 
1983, aad th« auvbar of partieipaatt la 1983. 

▲t it illuttratad ia Kshibit 2«*2 oa th« folloviag page, 
batvaaa a tbird aad a balf of tb« Friaa Spoatort offariag 
opiaioat iadieatad tbat tbara vat a aaad for iaprovamaat ia 
eoordiaatioa vith SS, valfara, voeatioaal adueatioa-, aad 

public tdueatioa agaaciat* Xt it aotavortby tbat tbota Prima 
Spoatort vbo taadad to pareaiva a aaad for inprovaaaat ia 
eoordiaatioa taadad to ba tba ta«a oaat vbo aada lov tubjactive 
attatamaatt of eurraat lavalt of ^o<>rdiaat ioa • 

Tba pareaivad aaad for iapro^asaat vat graataat for valfare 
agaaeiat aad vat laatt for agaaeiat raapoaaibla for voeatioaal 
edueatioa. Witb a aiagla aseaptioa» tba pareaivad aaad for 
iaprovaaaat vaa bigbar asoag old*' Vriaa Spoaaora aad aaoag eitiet. 
At diteaatad at aavaral poiata la tbit raport, bovavar, tba 
amill auabara of aav Priaa Spoaaora, eitiaa* aad Balaaea of Stata 
Priaa Spoatort iapliaa tbat astrama eautioa tbould ba anployad 
ia iatarpratiag tbaaa ratultt* 



2.3 ^tructuret mi Pltaftiag pygcadyrtf 



Tbare it a larga auabar of proeadurat or atruetural raforat 
tbat agaaeiat typieally follov vbaa tbay vitb to iaprova 
eoordiaatioa. Tbraa of tba aott popular iavolva davalopiag 
aecbaaitat to provida iaput iato aaeb otbar't plaaaiag proeattat, 
pariodie aaatiagt at vbieb eoordiaatioa eaa ba diteuaaad, aad tha 
davalopaaat of "uabralla agaaeiaa** vbota laadartbip bava liaa 
authority ovar tba agaaeiat to ba eoordiaatad. Tba pravalaaea of 
each of tbaaa aaebaaitat for CETA Priaa Spoatort ia Fitcal 1983 
it tuvmarixad balov. 

At is tbova ia Exhibit 2-3, tba typical Friaa Spoator 
that provided iaforaatioa iadieatad tbat it raeaiirad plaaaiag 
iaput frov tis of tba aiaa agaaeiaa aad prograat addratted in 
thit atudy. Tbia aaehaaita vat aott pravalaat batvaaa Prime 
Spontori aad agaaciet ratpoatibla for Tocatioaal edueatioa, the f 
ES, aad private aaployert. Each of tbaaa agaaeiat vat cited at 
haviag input by more thaa four-fiftha of the Friae Spoator* who 
provided iaforaatioa (i.e. 86X, SIX, aad 812 of the ioatancet 
retpect ively) • 
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Exhibit 2-2 

?EXCEZVED NEEO FOE XMPROVSMEMT IN COORDINATION* 



ALL 
fEIME 



Con-» 

^g^BtT fgrtiya Ml Sin- 



■with 



Vtlfart 


• 50 


.32 


.33 


.38 


.50 


.60 


.80 


Ag«iicitt 


(40)** 


(27) 


(6) 


(16) 


(14) 


(5) 


(5) 


ES 


.40 


.37 


.30 


.38 


.43 


.20 


.60 




(40) 


(27) 


(6) 


(16) 


(14) 


(5) 


(5) 


WIN 


.39 


.38 


.20 


.21 


.43 


.67 


.60 




(36) 


(26) 


(5) 


(14) 


(14) 


(3) 


(5) 


Fttblie 


.38 


.41 


.17 


.31 


.36 


.40 


.60 


Education 


(40) 


(27) 


(6) 


(16) 


(14) 


(5) 


(5) 


Agcttcittt 












1 




Voe • Ed • 


.31 


.31 


.00 


.13 


.29 


.40 


.80 




(39) 


(26) 


(C. 


(15) 


(14) 


(5) 


(5) 


MEAN SCORE 


.39*** 


.41 


.16 


.27 


.40 


.47 


.68 


FOR ALL AGENCIES 


(36) 


(26) 


(5) 


(14) 


(14) 


(3) 


(5) 



* Etttrltt r«prtt«ot th« proportion of Friat Sponsors in each 
cstsgory reporting tbst thors is s notd for improvomtnt in coor~ 
dinstion vith th« givtn sgoiley. 

«-* Nunbers in psrcnthtsoi sre th« nuaber of observations. 

*«*Entrits raprastnt tbo «tan of ths proportions for aacb of the five 
agencies listed in this axhibit. 
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Ishibit 2-3 



P&SSE8CE 07 MECBAI2SM8 TO ?&OMOTE COOROZMATION 



Emplojtrt 
ES 



▼oe« Ed« 



Public 
Edueat ion 
▲geiiei«0 

BeoBOsie 

▲ftttcitt 

▼oe • l«b«b* 



Welfare 



Proprietary 
Seboo la 

WIN 



Into Pyine 
Plnnnine 



• 81 

(43)** 

• 81 
(43) 

• 86 

(43) 

• 70 
(43) 



• 64 

(42) 



• 62 

(42) 

• 45 

(42) 

• 36 
(42) 

• 26 

(39) 



• 74 

(42) 

• 86 

(42) 

.76 
(42) 

• 67 
(42) 



• 60 

(42) 



• 50 
(42) 

• 50 
(42) 

• 31 
(42) 

.29 
(41) 



KftJJU 41 
XiJJLlL 



• 36 

(42) 

•38 

(42) 

• 29 

(42) 

• 24 
(42) 



•33 

(42) 



• 14 

(42) 

.12 
(42) 

.14 

(42) 

.07 
(41) 



lAiUJUX AAi 
Agency 



a .a 



.02 

(41) 

• 02 

(41) 

• 02 ' 
(41) 



.00 

(41) 



.00 

(41) 

.07 

(41) 

a .a . 



.00 

(39) 



/ -5 



.64 

/ 

.5i 

.48 

.41 

.32 
.29 
.27 
.16 



MEAN SCORE FOR 
ALL AGENCIES 



• 62 

(37) 



.58 

(41) 



.22 

(41) 



.02 

(39) 



* Entriea repreaent the proportion of Priae Spoaaora reaponding 
who reported tbe preaenee of a particular aecbaniaa to prooote 
coordiaat ioa • 

** Nuabera ia pareatbeaea are tbe auaber of obaervatioaa . 

Eatriea repreaeat tbe average of tbe aeorea ia tbe first four eolumaa. 
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Nott than tbrtff Iftbs of tht rtspoodtacs rtporttd having 
input ttou th« agaaeias raapoatibla for public adueation (70Z}, 
aeottottie dayalopvaat (642), and vocational rababi litat ion (62Z). 
Only ona in four raapoadanta (262) raportad input froa tba WIN 
progra*. Aa aotad abova» tbia low rata can not ba attributad to 
tba abaaaea of a VZH program at rural loeatioaa bacauaa litea 
witbout VIM prograsa vara alimiaatad from tbia aaalyaif. 

Tba proportioa of ?ria« Spoaaora that raportad maating at 
laaat quartarly vitb othar agaaeiaa vaa SOZ or battar for all 
agtnciaa in tba atudy aae^pt two. Oaly 31Z raportad maating 
vitb rapraaaatativaa of propriatary achoola aa fraquantly at four 
tiaaa a yaar, and only 29Z raportiag baviag aueh aaatiagt vitb 
ataff froa tba tfIR prograa* 

▲t tba othar axtraaa, quartarly aaatiaga vitb ES ataff var« 
raportad by 86Z of tba raapoadiag Priaa Spoaaora, aad siailar 
aaatiaga vara aaeouatarad vitb rapraaaatativaa of vocational 
adueation agaaeiaa aad privata aaployara aaarly aa fraquantly 
(76Z and 74% raapaet ivaly) • 

Tba eorraapoadiag figuraa for aoathly aaatiaga ara 
conaidarably lovar, raagiag froa 7Z for VIH aad 12Z for valfara 
to 36Z for privata aafloyara aad 38Z for tha public Eaployaant 
Sarviea • 

Only a handful of Priaa Spoaaori raportad haviag a aupar* 
agaaey that had liaa authority ovar thaaaalvaa aad tha other 
public agaaeiaa addraaaad ia thia.atudy. Za ao iaataaca did more 
tbaa thraa Prima Spoaaora raport tha praaaaea of aueh a auper-- 
agency over thamaalvaa and anothar given agency. 
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2.4 Specific M^<;^«tti«ttt l£ £X££2ll gg^ttf Ittit ifftt 



Both tht rtttareb littraturt tad cosaoa ttatt iuggstt that 
vhilt iaertttiag eoordiattioB proetdurtt say bt uttful, it it tht 
rgaulti of eoordiaatioa that public policy-aakara aad 
admiaittratort thould ba sort coaetratd vith. Thia ttudy txplored 
eight difftrtat wtchaaiasa that art axplicitly detigaed to pro*- 
note oat or sort aateifie rtaulta of coordiaatioa: 

• Fornal vrittta agrttstata to rtftr elitats from oat 
agtacy to aaotbtr, thtrtby proaotiag tht procttt of 
gtttiag tht elitat to tht aoat appropriatt agtacy; 

• Crtatioa of aaifors aad coatiguoua bouadaritt of the 
^rtaa atr^td by Prist Spoaaora/SDAa aad by othtrt ia 
ordtr to aiaplify ttftrrala aad othtr tffortt to vork 
togtthtr la a cooptrativt faahioa; 

t Coloeatioa of officta ia tht aamt buildiag ia ordtr to 

taat clitat burdta aad prottott formal aad iaformal tffortt 
at iattragtaey coordiaatioa; 

t Formal agrttmtata ia which job dtvtloptra from tvo 
agtacita agrtt to coatact difftrtat tmploytra* aad/or 
aptcialist la difftrtat typta of joba at tht aamt placet 
of tmploymtat ia ordtr to rtduet tht burdta oa ptrtoaacl 
offictra ia thtat firma who bavt to dtal with maay 
gOYtramtat programa» aad to promott appropriatt referralt 
for joba; 

t Retpoadiag to kaowltdgt about duplicatioa of ttrvicet 
bttvtta tht Primt Spoaaor/SDA aad aaotbtr agtacy by 
tlimiaatiag fuadiag for oat of tht programa , aad 
rtferriag clitata vith attd for tht atrvlct to the 
rtmaiaiag atr-vict proyidtr; 

t Joiat fuadiag of aomt actlTitita by Primt Spoatert/SDAt 
aad othtr agtacita, thtrtby dtvtlopiag programt that 
would probably aot bt poaaiblt if tht rtaourctt of only 
one agtacy wtrt availablt; 

t Xnttitution of formal proetdurta to ertatt joint catc 
teamt for clienta of tht Primt Sponaor/SDA and another 
agency ia ordtr to promote coordiaatioa of tervice 
proYiaioa at the clitat Itytl; aad 

t Prime Spoator/SDA contractiag for tervictt from an agency 
that already providet the tame or timilar tervicet rather 
thau dtvtlopiag tht iadtptadeat capacity to provide them. 

The firtt ttven of thtae are ditcuated below. The eighth 
will be addretted in a tubttqutnt tub-ttction. 
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Exhibit 2*4 thovs that prtstaet of uniform strviet 
boundaries and adoption of formal ellaat referral agreeaents 
were the most frequently encountered results of coordination. 
The next most frequently encountered results vere co-location, 
joint case tf^ms, and jointly funded projects. Bovever, vith the 
exception of the Employment Service, in no case did more than a 
quarter of the Prime Sponsors report the presence of a given 
result of coordination vith any given agency or program. 

Aa is shovn in Exhibit 2-4, coordination with the ES is 
reported more frequently than with any other agency. But it 
should be noted that ftver than half of the Prime Sponsors 
indicated that they had formal client referral agreements with ES 
offices (4SZ) and only abou^t a third (36Z) of the responling 
Prime Sponsors reported that they had co-located one or more of 
their services with the ES. Just under a quarter (24Z) of the 
Prime Sponsors providing information reported common service 
boundaries with the ES. 

In other words, although coordination with the ES it 
reported to be higher than is coordination with other agencies, 
these findings confirm the more general impression that there it 
considerable room for increaaing coordination with the local 
^ob Service and its programs in most places. 

The next highest results of coordination were found with the 
agencies responsible for public welfare, vocational education, 
public education and vocational rehabilitation But it should 
be kept in mind that the reported levels were even lower than the 
low rates encountered for E8« Zn particular, desirable results of 
coordination were rarely encountered in more than lOZ of the 
Prime Sponsors for any specific result of coordination end any 
specific type of agency. 



2*' ?ubcoptracting with Other Ag«nci«« 



Utilisation of the capabilities of other agencies rather 
than duplicating them lies at the heart of the concept of 
coordination. Therefore, a careful effort was made to determine 
the extent to which Prime Sponsors were entering into financial 
agreements with each of the nine types of agencies end programs 
covered in this study in order to provide services on s 
subcontract basis.* 



* Prime Sponsors also subcontract with other typet of agencies, 
mctt notably community based organisations (CBOt), but tince thit 
it a ttudy of coordination, subcontracting vith agencies that 
are, in large part, dependent upon CETA for their employment and 
training funding it less relevant. The broader istuet of 
subcontracting to a^.j agency and non-financial agreements to 
provide services, are addressed in greater detail in the 
accompanying report^ on FT 83 CETA activities. 
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Sxhibit 2-4 («) 



F&ESIRCS OF RESULTS OF COOROIMATZOM* 



yaifgri ill 41 iiuuLi iiJUfl& 



mi;an 



Coordination 
ES 

Fublie 
Edtte«t ion 

▲gftBCitt 

Voe • Ed . 

Voc . I«h«b. 

Bcosomie 

As«nci«s 

Friv«t« 
Employtrt 

Fropri«t«ry 
S«boo It 

VIM 



MEAH SCORE FOR 
ALL AGENCIES 



.45*** 

• 12 

• 21 
.12 
.21 
.02 

.00 
.03 
.14 
.15 



.24 
.21 

.24 
.24 
.21 
.21 

.10 
.07 
.14 
.19 



.36 
.17 

.12 
.12 
.02 
.02 

.05 
.10 
.05 
.12 



.07 
.00 

.02 
.00 
.00 
.02 



n *« 

.00 
.00 
.02 



.17 
.11 

.10 
.10 
.09 
.07 

.05 
.05 
.05 
.09 



* Entri«» r«pres«nt tb« proportion of Fri«« SpoBiort retpondiag 
vho reported tbo pretence of e perticuler retult of eoordiott ion . 

♦* Entriet repreteot the averege of tbe fcoret in the firtt four 
columnt of Exbibitt 2-4 («) end 2-4 (b), i.e. tbe average of 
eight nunbert where data it pretent for ell aeaauret. 



*** There are 42 obtervationt in etch cell. 
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Exhibit 2*4 (b) 



FRISBHCE OF lESOLTS OP COORDINATION* 



vith 

ES 

Public 
Edttcat ion 
Agtneits 

Vtlfare 

?oe • Ed . 

Voe. R«h«b. 

Economic 
0«v« lopvent 
Ageacicf 

Private 
Eap loyer • 

Proprietary 
Schools 

WIN 



ggftRtgr As. Activity 

4a. Activity Ref era 

4ai lajt LtiAXJL Cli«nt« 



.07*** 
.17 

.05 
.10 
.05 
.02 

.02 
.05 
.00 



.07 
.00 

.07 
.00 
.02 
.00 

.00 
.00 
.05 



iAiai 



.12 
.14 

.02 
.19 
.10 
.17 

.14 
• 10 
.02 



Saul 
Iammm. 

.17 
.14 

.17 
.12 
.21 
.10 

.05 
.07 

.07 



MEAN SCORE FOR 
ALL AGENCIES 



.06 



.02 



.11 



.12 



* Entries represent the proportion of Priae Sponsors responding 
vho reported the presence of « pertieular result of coordination. 

** Entries represent the average of the scores in the first four 
columns of Exhibits 2-4 (a) and 2-4 (b), i.e. the average of 
eight numbers where data is present for all aeasures. 

*** There are 42 observations in each cell. 



▲11 but tvo of tht forty-tvo Prlat Sponsors providing 
information for this «tp«et of tht study reported tubeont rsct ing 
with St Isast ons of the nine types of mgeneies for st least one 
service. As is shown in Exhibits 2*5 end 2-6, the Employment 
Service and the public education system vere the most heavily 
utilized^ followed by proprietary schools and vocational 
education agenciee. 

The Employment Service was used primarily for recruitment 
(nearly half the ?rime Sponsors in the sample subcontracted with 
ES for this purpose) • intake, job search aasistance» and job 
development and placement* Vocational education other public 
education agencies, and proprietary schools were used primarily to 
provide classroom vocational skills training and other classroom 
training* 

▲t the other extreme, scarcely any subcontracting agreements 
were entered into with the VI9 program or with the agencies 
responsible for eeonomie development and vocational 
rehabilitation, trime Sponsors reporting subcontracting vith 
private employers for all functions addressed in the study 
except for intake and eligibility determination. 



2.6 4&&a&X ?Pt^ifi9 IHJlAi 



Although this report has focused on generic measures of 
coordination, there are a number of measures which provide 
insights into the degree to which coordination is taking place 
with specific agencies that are central to the study of coordina- 
tion of employment and training programa. These measures include 
the proportion of referrals to and from the 8S from CETA intake, 
the utilization of VIN to provide aupportive aerviees for AFDC 
recipients, development of written agreements to use employment 
and training funda aa part of a broader economic economic development 
strategy with private developers, and the utilisation of existing 
educational facilitiea for the delivery of CETA funded services. 
A brief discussion of the FT 1983 statue of coordination on each 
of these measures is presented below. 

• 

In an ideal world. Employment Service referrals of clients 
to and from the CETA/JTPA system would be brisk. As is shown in 
Exhibit 2-7 below, 42X of the CETA participants- came from ES in 
the typical Prime Sponaor. Moreover, in the typical Prime 
Sponsor, about a quarter of the job ready men and women 
encountered at CETA intake were referred to ES for job 
development and placement. 

The exhibit showa that referrals to and from the BS are 
more likely to have occurred in (components of) Balance of State 
Prime Sponsors than elsewhere. 
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Exhibit 2-5 
PRESENCE OF RESULTS OF COORDINATION: 
PRIME SPONSOR SOBCONTUCTS WITH OTHER AGENCIES 
! IT FUNCTION* 



Recruit- 



Coordinacion 
vith 



Training 



MI 



£S 

Public 

Education 

Agencies 

Prop • 
Sehoo Is 

Private 
Enployers 

Voc. Ed. 



.48** .36 



.19 



10 



.07 



.05 



Economic .07 
Oeve lopment 
Agenc ies 



Voc . 
Rehab . 

Welfare 
WIN 



.12 



.10 
.05 



.12 

.05 

.00 

.02 
.02 

.00 

.00 
.00 



.17 
.07 

.02 

.07 

.05 
.02 

.12 

.12 
.12 



.07 
.48 

.52 

.19 

.62 
.00 

.05 

.00 
.00 



.00 
.45 

.31 



.19 
.02 

.02 

.00 
.02 



.19 
.10 

.05 



.07 .57 



.00 
.05 

.00 

.00 
.00 



.07 

.12 

.05 

.07 

.00 
.02 

.02 

.00 
.00 



.26 .31 
.12 .21 



.19 

.07 

.05 
.07 

,05 

.02 
.02 



.24 

.05 

.17 
.10 

.02 

.05. 
.00 



MEAN .13 
SCORE FOR 
ALL AGENCIES 



.06 



.08 



.21 



.12 



.11 



.04 



10 



.13 



* Entries represent the proportion of Prime Sponsors providing 
information that report the presence of one or more subcontracts 
to perform a given function. 



The number of observations in each cell is 42 
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tsbibit 2-6 
?R£8EMCB OP ftSSULTS OF COOROIMATIOM : 
?RZME SPOMSOE StJBCORTEACTS WITH OTHER AGENCIES 
BT GROUPS OP #?RCTXOHS* 



imum 



■•at 

k IJLUJSJ. 



ES 

Public 

Education 

Agencies 

Prop. Scboolf 

Private 
Eaployers 

Voc. Ed. 

Eco. Dev't 

Voc. Reheb. 

Welfare 

WIN 



,21***** 

.21 

.17 
.13 

.13 
.04 
.04 
.03 

.02 



.42 

.15 

.07 
.04 

.04 
.05 
.06 
.05 
.02 



.08 
.29 

.23 
.23 

.20 
.02 
.02 
.00 
.01 



.29 

.17 

.21 
.06 

.11 
.08 
.04 
.04 

.01 



MEAN 

SCORE FOR 
ALL AGENCIES 



.11 



.10 



.12 



.11 



* Entries represent tbe sversge score for escb Priae Sponsor 
•cross tbe group of functions tbst is encoapsssed in escb 
coluan, bssed on tbe entries in Exbibit 2'-5. 

** Entries represent tbe average of all nine functions. 

*** Training encoapaases classrooa skills training otber clastrooa 
traiaiog, OJT, and vork experience. 

**^'*PIaceaent encoapaases job developneot and job search assittsnce 
***** The nuaber of entries in each cell is 42. 
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Exhibit 2-7 («) 



ACENCT-SPECtrtC INDICATOES OP COORBIHATIOH 



ALL 
PRIME 



Coa» 



Proportion of 
CETA p«rtiei- 
p«att vho eoBc 
frooi SS istakt 

Proportion of 
job rc«dy a«n 
and voaion vho 
art rtferrtd 
to ES for job 
dtvclopment 
froB CETA intake 



41.54 
(39)* 



^5.32 

•^(22) 



38.30 
(28) 



23.08 

(13) 



38.00 
(5) 



16.67 

(3) 



28.00 46.77 72.40 38.33 
(15) (13) (5) (6) 



24.17 6,43 53.40 25.00 
(6) (7) (5) (4) 



WIN 



Proportion of 17.96 
AFDC recipients (24) 
on the CETA rolls 
receiving auiitpor- 
tive •ervieek'^ 
fron WIN 



21.22 
(18) 



10.00 
(2) 



12.11 29.00 3.00 20.00 
(9) (10) (4) (1) 



gg.Yt IgPltBl 

Nuaber of 1.79 
agrtementt with (28) 
private sector 
deve loper s 



1.00 

(19) 



1.33 

(3) 



0.75 

(8) 



1 .08 

(12) 



1.50 

(4) 



6.25 

(4) 



♦ Numbers in parentheses represent the ounbers of Prime 
Sponsors providing information on each item. 
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Exhibit 2-7 (b) 



▲GSHCT*S?ECXFIC IHOICATOES OF COOEOINATIOR 



■.;K 



(cost iautd) 



\ ALL 

mm 



m 



Coa- 



Edttcat ion 

Proportion of 30.38 
▼oe«tioii«X (39) 
•kills tr«iaias 
p«rtieip«xits 
traittod ia 
faeilitiot owaod 
or oporatod by 
local public 
•dttcatioa agcaeics 



46.43 

(28) 



74.00 
(5) 



44.27 

(15) 



39.36 

(14) 



33.00 

(3) 



39,00 
(3) 



\ 



Proportion of 23.23 
elassroom'-sisad (39) 
▼ocatioaal skills 
trainiag partici- 
pants traiaad in 
proprietary 
schools 



24.96 

(27) 



10.00 
(6) 



28.27 14.64 32.40 23.00 
(13) (14) (5) (5) 
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WIN 

If eoordi&aeioa with tb« WIN prograa ««rt taooth, one eight 

participant! who were on 
the Aid to Faailict vitb Dtp«adtat CbiXdron (AFOC) vtlfare 

fJ!'!;!!,J-/'f'^''' ••rvicct froa WIN. Ai it .hovn in 

J^^^' boi#«v«r, oaly about oaa ia aia CETA participants 

wis L^'^s "^V^V^J^? " obtaining iuch iorvici. froa 

WIN m tb« typical Priaa Sponsor. 

ntiliaatioa of WIN for tbia purpose vas reported acre 
frequeatly aaoag Friae Spoasors designated in tbe 1970s than 
those designated ia tbe 1980i . lovuver, tbe saall nuaber of 
Friae Spoasors for vboa iaforaatioa is available aakes it 
difficult to geaeraliae about tb« iapact of type of Friae Sponsor 
on this issue • 

geonottiy Develooa^^y 

Healthy ties between CITA/JTFA and econoaic developaent 
prograaa aight be eyideaced by irrittea agreeaeats to use 
eaployaeat aad traiaiag fuads as part of a broader strategy 
aith private developers • Tbe exhibit shows that there were 
relatively little activities of this nature aaong any type of 
Friae Sponsor.* • / /f 

VtiUlffriffB g^iffUag gtfyggtiqaii FaeiUti.. ^ Train 

Psr;tg»iatg 

Utiliaatioa of facilitiea ovaed by public education agencies 
and by proprietary schools for clAssrooa size skills training 
appear to be desirable outeoaes of efforts to proaote coordina- 
tion and to ainiaise duplication. The exhibit deaonstratet 
that about half (50%) of the FT 1983 CBTA participants vho 
received classrooa skills training at a typical Friae Sponsor 
received the services in facilities owned or operated by public 
education ageaeies, and roughly a quarter were trained in. 
proprietary school facilities. 

Statistical lelation.h^t^ff 

As is shown in Appendix C to this report, analysis of 
variance tests show that none of the above-listed agency-specific 
aeasures of coordination were related to age, siae, and type of 

. ^® region of the country. Tbe one statistically 

significant relationship is an artifact of a single outlying 
score on the nuaber of agreeaents with developers. 



♦ Although aost Friae Sponsors reported fewer than ten 
agreeaents, one reported a total of 1200, and another reported 
21. The foraer wis eliainated froa tbe analysis; the latter was 
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ChApttr 3 



TBE OTHAMZCS OP COORDXHATZOR 



3*1 Ia;rg4¥gti9B 



This stetioa of th« report eoataiat cho ptretptiont of Prive 
Sponsor staff about tho faetora that faeilitato and hav^or thtir 
•ffortt to proaoto aoordisatioa batvaoa thoir asoaeiot and tha 
VIH prograa, BS, valfara agottcias, irocatloaal adueatioa,! and 
otbar public aducatioa agaaei4a* 

Tba opiaioat aspraaaad oa tbasa topics vara bigbly 
idaotynerat ic aad difficult to group togttbar and suaaarisa* 
Ivan witb a libaral aggragatioa of aaavara, ia ao casa vat a 
givaa ratpoBsa obtaiaad aora tbaa tbirtaaa tiaat* Moraoirar, tba 
fraquaaej of raapoaaaa caa ba daeaiviag siaea a givaa Priaa 
Spoator official could bava providad it fiira tiaas» oaea for aaeh 
of tba fiva agaaciat addrassad ia tbis aspect of tba study. 



3.2 Fsetors Haaoarina CoOrdinatioa 



Priaa Spoasor officials provided a vida raaga of raspoases 
to ao opaa-aadad iaquiry about barriars to eoordiaatioa batvctn 
tbair agaocias aad otbars. As is sbova ia Babibit 3-1 oa tba 
following paga, "turf problaas** aad coapatitioa aaoag agaacitt 
vert cited aost frequeatly overall. 

Staff sbortages aad coaflicts ia autborisiag legislation, 
goals, and priorities, vere cited tbe second aost frequentty. 
"Bureaucratic iaf lexibility" aad poor eoaaunicat ion vere tbe next 
aost frequently cited factors. Za eigbt iastaaees, Priae 
Sponsor respondents indicated tbat tbere vere no factors 
baapering coordination vitb a given agency tbat tbey could think 
of • 

Zn response to a related inquiry about reasons vby 
coordination vas not better, tbe second aost frequently provided 
reason vas '*bave not tried**. Bo explanations vere given st to 
why efforts to coordinate vere not undertaken, but this issue 
cletrly aerits furtber attention. 

Prlve Sponsor offlelsls cited tbe grestest nuaber of 
bsrrieri in their discussions of tbe public Eaployvent Service, 
slcbough there vas little variation froa agency to agency. 



o 
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txhibit 3-1 
FACTOtS BAMFSR2NG COOftOZRATIOM* 



Hill Veg' Pub. 



**Tttrf problcttt", eomp«titioa 

Conflietiag lavs » soalt» or 
priorities 

Shortages ia staff aad/or 
fuadiag 

Buraaaeratie iaf laxibili ty 
Poor eooittuaieatioa 

Lack of a aaehaaiss to 

pronote eoordiaatioa 

Apsthy 
Otbar 



2 
1 



2 

1 
1 

0 
S 



4 
0 



2 
1 
1 

1 
6 



1 
2 
1 

2 
0 



r 
1 
1 

0 
3 



12 
8 

8 



Hone 



TOTAL 



15 18 18 16 17 



8 

84 



* Each entry represents tbe aunber of tiaes that a given factor 
was cited by a staff meaber of a Prime Sponsor vith respect Co t 
specific agency vith vhicb coordination vas desired. 



ERIC 



43 

33 



3.2 Figtogf ?rg«tia» Cggr^liattifta 



Exhibit 2*1 •umB«rizts th« responses received e^oscernisg 
feetors thet ere eoasidered to be feeilitetiag eoordinet ioo • Ai 
is sbovii ia the exhibit » the resposdeats aeatioa ^irsoael end 
iaterpersoael feetors fer sore frequently then tbisy discuss 
iast itut ioael or policy^releted feetors. 

In pertieuler» the sost frequeatly cited feeilitetiag fector 
««• interest ead support for eoordiaetioa oa the pert of line 
staff. Znterpersoael factors^ such as rapport* good eoamuaicat ion 
skills, good vill, ead a spirit of cooperatioa vere the secoad 
aost frequeatly cited dusted of factors. The role of key people 
was cited the third aost frequeatly. last itut ioael aad/or 
policy-related factors su^h as aembership oa «a advisory council* 
passage of the Job Traiaiag Fartaership Act* ead joiat plaaaing 
activities vere the aext aiott frequently cited factors. 

Prime Spoasor respoadeats provided a sovevhat loager list 
of factors feeilitetiag eoordiaetioa vith the Kaployseat 
Service «elfare» ead voeatioaal educatioa thaa for the other 
two ageacies. 
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Exhibit 3-2 



FACTOIS PROMOTING COOftDXMATIOM* 



W«l* Voe . Pub . 



Inttrttt tad support oa th« 
p«rt of liat staff 

Iat«rp«rtoa«l factors, t.g. 
rapport, good will, 
eooparatioa 

Kole of key poopit 



Advisory couaeil asabarsbip 
JTPA 

Joint plaoniag 

Montbly aastings 

State aasdate/state leadership 

Comnoa goals 

Other 
TOTAL 



1 
1 



1 
I 
1 
I 
I 
0 



2 

3 



2 
2 
1 
1 
3 
1 



11 23 



4 

3 



0 
1 
2 
1 
0 
2 



2 
2 



2 
1 
2 
1 
0 
1 



25 16 




* Each entry represeats the auaber of times that a given factor 
vas cited by a staff aember of a Prime Sponsor vith respect to a 
specific agency vith which coordiaatioo vas desired. 
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Chapter 4 



As Bottd la Chapter I» th« prisary purpot* of this ttudyhat 
b«tB to "tako a ittapthot** of tho ttatut of eoordisatiom duriag 
tbo last yoar of oparatioa of thf ComprahaBtivo SaployBoat and 
Traiaiag Act (CBTA) la oirdar to faeilitata aaalytit of ehaagat 
that vill ha takiag plaea darlag tha aarly yai^rs of tha 
iaplaaaatatioa of tha Job Traiaiag fartaarahip Act (JTPA). 
Ho«avar» aavaral of tha fiadiagt of tha atady ara aotanorthy la 
aad of thaaa^alvaa, aad aarit attaatioa froa thota raspoatibla for 
adaioiatariag , tha JTf A ayttaa avaa bafora tha taeoad rouad of 
this itudy la aadartakaa. A auaaary of toaa of tha aott saliaat 
of thata it prataatad balov. 



4.2 its£ ttYtlt flX g9<?y4iaitiga 3lUJl HIS. 



Tha lev lavalt of eoordiaatioa batvaaa CBTA friaa Sponsors 
and tha Work lacaatiTa (VZH) prograa raprasaat parhaps tha aost 
strikiag of tha study fiadiags. As diseassad ia Chaptar 2» 
eoordiaatioa with VZR vaa pareaivad to ha ooaaidarahly lovar than 
eoordiaatioa with tha aight othar prograas aad agaaeias addressed 
in tha •^^'^yi Priaa Spoaaors taadad to hava davaXopad aarkadly 
favar ec iaatioa aaehaaisaa with VXV thaa vith tha othar 
agaaeias I tha VZH prograa vas tiad for tha lovast laycls of 
aehicvaa ai: of dasirabla haaafits of eoordiaatioa* 

Tha strong JTPA aaphasis oa radueiag valfara dapandaney 
aakes it ieparativa that elosa tias ba davalopad aad aaintained 
bctvean tha adainistrat iva entities respoasible for Service 
Delivery Areas and prograas designed to help welfare recipieott 
to get jobs. 

Despite eonsiderable feraent in the WIN systea, the WIN 
prograa (and the related "VIR deaonstrat ion** prograas that have 
replaced WIN in about half of the states) reaain the focus of 
efforts to help welfare recipients obtain eaployaent. Therefore, 
it seeas clear that efforts to proaote coordination with WIN 
should be a high priority for SDAs . 
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4.3 ik£ IsLL Fvrthtr ittgatioa l£ C9gr4ia«tiQn with £s 

As v«t diteuttcd la Cbapttr 2, eoordi&atioa vitb the public 
Eaploymeot Serviet !• rtlatiiy^T hiah^^ogf n the highest eaong 
the aiof public aad private at*Aeiee covered ia this study— but 
it still far froa uaiversally realised* For exaaple, despite the 
fact that clieat referral agreeaenta vera aore frequeatly 
eaeouatered with S8 than vith aay other prograa or ageaey, such 
agreeaeats vere still present ia fever thaa half of the Priae 
Spoasors providiag iaforaation. 

Givea the heavy eaphasis on iaproviag ties between Priae 
Spoasors and the Saployaent Service in the past, the levels of 
eoordiaatioa discussed ia this report suggest that further 
atteatioa should be paid to this issue, and in particular, to the 
factors that have proaoted and iapeded such coordination in the 
past-'-and are likely to coatiaue to do so ia the future. 

4.4 ?Al#^i9ps^>ip VttVtga Cggr^ittitiga Meehaniiai aesulti d 



Coaparisoa of the data ia the exhibits preseated ia Chapter 
2 aakes it clear that the fact that coordiaated planning is 
frequently encountered does not antoaatically translate into the 
frequent presence of specific af chanisas to proaote coordination. Both 
prograa adaiaistrators and operators vould therefore do veil to 
distiaguish betveea aeans such as coordinated plaaaiag procedures, interae 
as written referral agreeaeats, and ends such as iaproved service 
aad/or reduced costs, and to focus their efforts on achieving 
the latter tvo . 



▲s noted in Chapter 3, the study fiadiags point up that 
coapetition aaong agencies and/or differences in priorities 
between eaployaent aad traiaing ageacies and others are 
considered iaportant barriers to iaproved coordination. These 
areas have been partially addressed ia the JTPA legislation, and 
there is therefore soae reason to expect that iaproveaents in 
coordination will take place during the early years of implenen- 
tation of the Act . 

The best way to obtain reasonably accurate estiaatet cf 
the degree to which these desired changes are taking place would 
be to replicate this study, obtaining inforaation on the precise 
aeasures utilised in this study froa the SSAs responsible for the 
sane areas of the study Priae Sponsorships at soae time in the 
neit few years . 
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App«ndi;t K 

PRIME Sponsor samples 



A. Th« Random Saapl* 



Councils 



Consortia 



•Backs (PA) 

•3alanc« of Albany Cff) 
*Cap« limy (MJ) 
*aonuouch (MJ) 
•Caa<i«n (HJ) 
Balance of Essax (HJ) 
*D«laware (PA) 
•uaka (PL) 

*aalane« of Tacrant (TX) 
•wabi) (TX) 
•Caaaron (TX) 
TruabulX (OB) 
*Livin9ston (MZ) 
*aalanca of BamiXton (Oii) 
•NcBancy (ZI.) 
*dalanc« of l«aka (ZU 
•oavla (UT> 
•Moncarrey (CA) 
*Sanca Cruz (CA) 
*3alanc« of Santa Clara (CA) 



*AJLbany City (MY) 
*N«w aadford (MA) 
•acooma/Tioga (NY) 
•Suffolk im 
*6ulf coast (MISS) 
*Moot9oaary (AL) 
*Nid*Gaor9ia 
*CSRA (GA) 
•capital Araa (TX) 
•Madison (ID 
•Southwastarn (IM) 
•Michiana (IH) 
•Muskagon (Ml) 
Topaka (KA) 
•Takpaa/Piarea (WA) 
•aalanca of Alanada 



(CA) 



Balanca of State 



Cities 



•West Virginia 
•Hew Jersey 
•New Mexico 
•Indiana 
•Misaouri 
•Arizona 



Scraaton (PA) 
•Newark (MJ) 
•Little Rock 
•Cleveland (OH) 
•Detroit (ittCU) 
•St. Louis (MO) 
•Long Beach (CA) 

Eugene (OR) 



a* Large Prime Sponsor supplementary Group 

•New York Cicy 
•Los Angeles (City) 



Los Angeles County 
•Chicago 



Prime Sponsors that provided useful infornation for the study. 
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Appendix B 



COMPARISONS OP RA«OOM SAMPLE AND LARGE PRIIffi SPONSOR GROUP 



1*0 Ineroauction 

This report baa foeu««d primarily upon infornacion provided 
from a random aaapXa o£ 1983 CETA Primo Sponsors. This sample, 
incluJad only, one o£ the five largest Prime Sponsors in terms of 
total allocations of funds. Since such a large proportion of CETA 
funding has been expended by a handful of the largest Prime 
Sponsors, a supplementary analysis has been conducted. 

Information was requested from the remaining four of the five 
largest Prime Sponsors, and all agreed to provide it. However, the 
responses from two of them have been delayed. Exhibit B-1 on the 
following page summarizes the differences in characterstics of the 
random sample and the three responding large Prime Sponsors 
(including one Prime Sponsor that is in both groups). Exhibits B-2 
through B-6 illustrate the differences in mean values of the random 
sample and large prime sponsor groups for each of the variables 
discussed in Section 2 of this report. 

The highligh;. J of these comparisons appear below. But readers 
snouid remember -r it relatively little can be generalized about the 
differences between the two groups since two of the five large Prime 
Sponsors have not yet responded; the proportions of Prime Sponsors 
in the large group could change radically with the addition of even 
one of the cwo. 

2-0 Perceived Levels of Coordination 

Respondents from large Prime Sponsor tend to report less 
coordination than their counterparts in the random sample. 
Sxhioic B'2 shows that thin is the case for six of the nine agencies 
studied; all except vocational education, other public educacion, 
and proprietary schools. All three large Prime Sponsor respondents 
daw a need to improve coordination with ES and welfare agencies. 

3.0 Types of Coordination 

As is shown in Exhibit B-3, no clear patterns emerge with 
respecc co differences in types of coordination— except perhaps the 
fact thac large Priae Sponsors may place a lower reliance upon 
moncAl/ raeecinga than do the typical (random) Prime Sponsors. 
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OIFFS»£NCES BE7WSEK RANDOH AUO ZiARa^^PRZiME SPOliSOR SATIPLES 



\ 



County 
Consortiuai 
BaUnc« of Stat« 

Clcy 

Rgqion 

Norch«Mt (I-III} 
southeast (ZV^VZ) 
Hidwest (V) 

t4ountaln/ Central (VZZ^VZZZ) 
W«3t (ZX^X) 



Random 
Priae 
Sponsors 

inMZ) 



17 (40%) 
15 (35%) 
6 (14%) 
S (12%) 



12 (28%) 
11 (26%) 
11 (26%) 
3 ( 7%) 
« (14%) 



Large 
Priae 

Sponsors 
V (n-3) 



\ 



3 (100%) 



2 (67%) 



1 (33%) 



ERIC 



i4ean 1983 Allocation 



Mean 1983 rarticlpanta 



Mean Population 



M^an Unemploywent Rate 



Proportion Designated as 
Prime Sponsors in 1970a ^ 



I 4,704,000 
2,624 

376,000 
11.3% 



.83 
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$40,184,000 
26,965 
2,392,000 
16.4% 

1.00 



Bxhiole 3*2 
PCRCBXVBO LEVELS Of OOOROIMATZON 



M»an coordinacion 



Curfne Statu8» 



Randoa 
(n«35) 



2.25 



Lar9« 



1.67 



»««d for 
Improvenwnc* * 

Random La eg* 
(n«35) (n-3) 



.39 



.00 



ES 



3.11 



2.31 



2.67 
2.67 



.40 



o50 



1.00 



1. 00 



Voc. Ed, 



3.00 



3.33 



.31 



.33 



Puolic lEdi2«fatlon 



3.14 



3.33 



.38 



.33 



Proprietary Schools 



2.82 



3.00 



Economic O«v«loputtnc 2.73 2.67 



Voc. Rehai>ilicacion 



2.80 



2.33 



Private Employers 



3.00 



2.33 



ALL AGENCIES 



2.91 



2.67 



.39 



.53 



BaseU on racings in vhich 



1 • non-existenc 

2 » minimal 

3 • good 

4 » excellent 



** Proportion of Prime Sponsors in category reporting that there 
is a neeU for improvement in coordination with the given agency. 
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Exhibit B-3 
PXESEHCS OP CpOR0i:UT£OU I4ECUANISMS* 



Input 
into 
Planning 



Quarterly 
H««tin9S 



Monthly 
Mefftings 



Sup«r agency 
over Both 



R 



CoorJinacion 
wich 



Will 



.26 .33 .22 .33 .07 .00 n.a. .00 



£S 



.81 .67 .5S .67 .38 .00 .02 .00 



•welfare 



.45 .67 .38 .67 .12 .00 .07 .00 



Vocational 
Education 

Public 
Education 

Proprietary 
Schools 

Economic 
oevelopoent 

Vocational 
RehaOilitacion 

Private 



.86 .67 .50 .67 .29 .00 .Ol .00 



.69 .67 .48 .67 .24 .00 .02 .00 



.36 .67 .19 .33 .14 .00 n.a. n.a. 



.64 .67 .33 .67 .33 .00 .00 .00 



.62 .67 .36 .33 .14 .00 .00 .00 



.81 .67 .45 .67 .36 .00 n.a. n.a. 



ALL 



.62 .63 .38 .56 .22 .00 .02 .00 



• Entries represent proportion of Prime Sponsors reporting each type of 
coordination. 

**i<£Y: R refers to random sample (n«37 for input, 41 for meetings, and 39 
for presence of a superagency) 

L refers to the large Prime Sponsor group (n»3) 
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•»«0 Rwles of Coordinaeion 



Randoa ?rin« Sponsors w tom«wh«e nor« liic«ly to report the 
pr«s«nc« o£ six o£ th« si^hc results of coordination described in 
ExlUiJit a-4. The two exceptions were presence of « forasl elienc 
referral agreeraene, and presence of jointly funded programs. 



S.O 



Suocon tract in^ 



A.arge Priae Sponsor reposndents were acre likely to subcontract all 
out one of the nine functions addressed in Exhibit a-5. The on*» 
exception was intake and eligibility determination. 

6.0 Agency Specific Data 

Urge Priae Sponsor respondents were acre likely to assign 
substantial proportions of their vocational skills training participants 
to public education «9«neies and less likely to send thea to proprietary 
schools. Large Priae Sponsor job developers were not active at all 
during the final aonth of CSTA. 



\ 
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Exniolc 3-4 (a) 
?R£SEHCS OP ItSUULTS 0? COORDIIUTION* 



Coordinaeion 
wlcn 



Uniform 
Boundaries 



Co location 



Pomal 
ai«nt 
R«f«rral 
Agrtcmcnt 



Fomal 
A9rt«m*nc 

To Special i2« 
In Employers 

R L 



• U .00 .OS .00 .14 .33 .00 .00 



ES 



.24 .00 .36 .33 .45 .67 .07 .00 



Welfare 



.24 .00 .12 .00 .21 1.0 .02 .00 



Vocacional 
Education 

Public 
Education 

Proprietary 
Schools 

Economic 
Oevelopmenc 

Vocational 
Rehaoilication 

Privace 
Employers 



.24 .00 .12 .00 .12 .33 .00 .00 



.21 .00 .17 .00 .12 .33 .00 .00 



•07 .00 .10 .00 .05 .33 .00 .00 



.21 .33 .10 .00 .02 .13 .02 .00 



.21 .00 .02 .00 .21 .33 



.00 .00 



.10 .00 .05 .00 .00 .33 n.a. n.a< 



ALL 

AGENCIES 



.19 .04 .12 .04 .15 .33 



.02 .00 



• Encries represent proportion of Prime Sponsors reporting *ach r«>suic 
ot coordination. 

**K£:y: R refers to random saiople (n*42} 

L refers to the large Prime sponsor group {n«3} 



erJc 
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fixnible a-4(b) 
?aSSSUCS OP Il£SUZ.T3 OF COOROXiUTION* 



CETA 
Sliain«t«d 
Pro^raa 
And ]|*£«rs 

To Ai9«ncy 



A9«ney 

EliainAteU 
Prograa 
And R«f tra 

to CSTA 



Jointly 
Funded 
Prograas 



Joint 
Case 
Teams 



Coocdinaeion 
wich 



WZtl 



.00 .00 .05 .00 .02 .00 .07 .00 



ES 



.07 .00 .07 .00 .12 .00 



.07 .00 



•welfare 



.05 .00 .07 .00 .02 .00 .17 .00 



Vocational 
Education 



.10 .00 .00 .00 .19 .33 .12 .00 



Public 
Siiueation 



.17 .00 .00 .00 .14 .33 



.14 .00 



Proprietary 
Schools 



.05 .00 .00 .00 .10 .00 .07 .00 



Economic 
Development 



.02 .00 .00 .00 .17 .00 .10 .00 



Vocational 
Rehaoilication 



.05 .00 .02 .00 .10 .33 



.21 .00 



Private 
Essployers 



.02 .00 .00 .00 .14 .33 .05 ,00 



ALL 

AGENCIES 



.06 .00 .02 .00 .11 .15 



.12 .00 



♦ Entries represent proportion of Prime Sponsors reporting each resulc 
of coordination. 



KEY: R refers to random sample (n«42) 



L refers co tne large Prime Sponsor group (n-3) 
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Bxhible a«S(a) 



PRSSENCE OP SUBCONTRACTING* 



coordination 



ES 



Welfare 



Vocational 
Education 

Pui}lic 
SUucaeion 

Proprietary 
Schools 

EconoBic 
D«v«lopn«nt 

Vocational 
Rehabilitation 

Private 
Baployers 



ALL 

AGENCIES 



Recruitment 



R** L** 



Intake 



.13 .41 



Claasroon 

Skills 
Trainin? 



.05 .33 .00 .33 



.00 .00 



.48 .33 .36 .33 .07 .00 



10 .33 .00 .33 .00 .00 



.05 .33 .02 .67 .62 .33 



10 .67 .05 .67 .52 1.0 



.12 .67 .00 .67 .05 .33 



.07 .33 .00 .33 .19 .67 



.61 .44 .21 .37 



Other 
Classroom 
Trainin9 

I It 



.02 
.07 
.00 
.19 



.00 



.00 



.00 



.33 



19 .33 .12 .33 .48 .67 .45 .67 



.31 I.O 



.07 .33 .02 .33 .00 .33 .02 .33 



.02 .33 



.07 .67 



.12 .37 



* Entries represent proportion of Prime Sponsors a subcontract with 
each agency tot each function 

**K£Y: R refers to random sample (n-42} for recruitment, classroom skills 
training and other classroom training and (n*39) for intake 



L refers to the large Prime Sponsor group (n-3} 
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Exbibie 3*3 (b) 
PRESSNCS OP SUBC0I4TRACTIUG* 



Coordinaeion 
wich 



OJT 



Work 
Sxp«ci«ne« 



Job 
S«areh 
Astistane* 

a L 



Job Support iv« 

O«valopm«nt/ Services 
Placencnt 



.00 .00 .00 .00 .02 .33 ,00 .00 .12 .00 



ES 



.19 .00 .07 .00 .26 .67 .31 .33 .17 .00 



•Welfare 



.00 .00 .00 .00 .02 .33 .05 .00 .12 .33 



Vocational 
Educacion 

Public 
Educacion 

Propriecary 
Schools 

Econoaic 
O«v«lopm«nc 



Vocational .00 .33 

Rehabilitation 



Private 
Enployers 



.oof \33 ,05 .33 .17 .33 .05 .33 



12 \ 1.0 .12 .67 .21 .67 .07 .33 



.00 .33 

.10 .33 

.05 .33 .05 1.0 .19 1.0 .24 1.0 .02 .33 

.05 ,33 .02 .33 .07 .33 .10 .67 .02 .33 



.02 .67 .05 .67 .02 .67 ,12 ,33 



,57 ,67 ,07 .33 ,07 ,67 ,05 ,67 .07 ,33 



ALL 

AGE NCI SS 



,11 ,26 .04 ,41 ,10 ,56 ,13 ,48 ,08 ,26 



Entries represent proporticm of Prin« Sponsors a subcontract wlch -ach agency 
for each function 

**K£Y: R refers to random saaple (n»42) 

L refers to the large Prime Sponsor group (n-3) 
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Exhibit B-6 
AG£NCY-S?ECZFIC lUOICATORS OP C00R0IIU7I0H 



EaplOiragnc S»rvic» 

Proper cion o£ CSTA parti- 
pants who eoa« to th« 
program f roa SS intak« 

Proportion of job raady 
aan and woaan who ara 
rcfarrad to ES for job 
davalopaant and pXaeaaant 
froa CSTA ineaka 

WIN 

Proporcion of APDC 
racipiants on tha OSTA 
rolls raceiving sup- 
port iva sarvieas froa WIN 

Economic Davalownant 

Maon nuobar of agraaaants with 
privaca saccor davalopars 

SJucaeion Aqancias 

Proportion of vocational skills 
training participants trainad in 
facilitias ownad or oparatad by 
local public aducation aganeias 

Proporcion of cl ass rooa-sizad 
vocacional skills training 
participants trained in 
propriacary schools 



RanUoa 
Priaa 
Sponsors 
(nM3) 



.40 



.25 



.18 



1.79 



.50 



.23 



Larga 
Priaa 
Sponsors 
(n-3) 



.15 



.67 



.19 



.52 



• Only one of the three large Prime Sponsocs provided data, 
Ntone of the three large Prime Sponsors provided data. 
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RESULTS OP MIAL^SXS OP VARXANCS TESTS 
PROM CHAPTER TWO 



A. i»an Coordination Scof 

Old versus n«%r Prla« Sponsors .05 (1^27) 1.45 

Typ« of Prias Sponsor .04 (3,31) .43 

Total allocation, PY 83 .04 (1^32) 1.20 

Total participants, PY 83 .01 (1,32) .33 

R«<|ion '13 (4,30) 1.16 

B. CETA Participants ffoa ES lncak» 

Old versus n«w Pria* Sponsors .00 (1»30) .01 

Typs of Prias sponsor .17 (3,34) 2.33 

Total allocation, PY 83 .04 (1,33) 1.29 

Total participants, PY 83 .00 (1,33) .10 

R«9ion .03 (4,33) .26 

C . R«f •rrals to ES from CETA Intake 



Old versus new Priae Sponsors 
Type of Priae sponsor 
Total allocation, PY 83 
Total participants, PY 83 
Region 



.01 


(1,14) 


.03 


.21 


(3,18) 


1.56 


.10 


(1,18) 


2.05 


.03 


(1,18) 


.GO 


.17 


(4,17) 


.84 



D. Receipt of SiiPiPortiYe services troa WIN 



01 vl versus new Priae Sponsors 
Type of Priae Sponsor 
Total allocation, FY 83 
total participancs, FY 83 
Region 



.01 


(1,18) 


.27 


.15 


(3,20) 


1.17 


.00 


(1,19) 


.02 


.01 


(1,19) 


.12 


.07 


(4,19) 


.30 



♦ F-cesc scores were calculated using multiple regression techniques in a 
scacistical package. 
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aasouTs OF analitsis op variance tests 

PROM CHAPTER TWO 



(continued) 

R-sctuarod p~f at 

S- Huaber Q^ Aartwienti with Privf Sector pevlopers 



Old versus new Priae Sponsors 


.01 


(1- 


r20} 


.IS 


Type of Priae Sponsor 


.21 


(3< 


r24) 


2.12 


Total allocation, PY 83 


.01 


(1- 


f24) 


.12 


Total participants, PY 83 


.01 


(1- 


r24) 


.01 


Region 


.87 


(4, 


r23) 


■ 40.73* 



P- Proportion of Skills Training Participants 
Trained in Public Education Agencies 



Old versus new Priae sponsors 


.08 


(1- 


r31) 


2.56 


Type of Priae Sponsor 


.05 


(3. 


r35) 


.65" 


Total allocation, PY 83 


.06 


(1- 


r34} 


2.04 


Total participants, FY 83 


.04 


Ui 


r34) 


1.45 


Region 


.14 


(4i 


r34) 


1.42 



<3. Proporcion of Skills Training Participants 
Trained in Proprietary Schools 



Old versus new Priae Sponsors 


.04 


(1- 


r31) 


1.40 


Type of Priae sponsor 


.06 


(3, 


r35) 


.72 


Total allocation, PY 83 


.05 


(1- 


r34) 


1.76 


Total participants* FY 83 


.06 


a, 


r34) 


2.08 


Region 


.21 


(4, 


.34) 


2.22 



* Significant at the .01 lev«l. 



so 



